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Summary of Public Comments on Issues and Concerns 


Qf  eO*| 


In December 1992, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service invited the public to help develop a 
Public Use Management Plan for Kenai National Wildlife Refuge. A workbook was prepared 
and distributed to more than 1800 people who had expressed an interest in refuge issues, 
planning efforts, or recreational activities. Open houses were held in January 1993 in 
Soldotna, Seward, and Anchorage, Alaska. The primary purpose of the workbook and open 
houses was to encourage individuals and organizations to identify and comment on issues and 
management concerns that should be addressed in the Public Use Management Plan. 


Over 100 people attended the open houses and 247 responses to the workbook were received. 
Responses ranged from brief comments about a single issue to lengthy letters with detailed 
views on a variety of issues. Issues and concerns from these responses were entered into a 
computerized data base to facilitate sorting and tabulating. 





This summary provides an overview of the issues and concerns ~f th se who responded to the 
workbook or attended the open houses. Using the format of the workbook, the summary 
includes both Refuge-wide issues and area-specific concerns. Due to the number and variety 
of comments received, it is not possible to mention every viewpoint in this summary. Be 
assured that the Refuge planning team has reviewed and will consider the complete data base 
during the planning process. 


All written comments received in response to the workbook, as well as the computerized data 
base, are on file at Refuge headquarters in Soldotna. Photocopies of this information are 


available for a fee. 
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Who Responded to the Workbook? 


As of August 1993, responses to the workbook had been received from 247 individuals and 
Organizations, and from the State of Alaska. The majority (67 percent of the respondents) were 
Alaskans, 27 percent were from the Lower 48 and Canada, and the residence of six percent is 
unknown. Forty-eight percent of the total responses were received from Kenai Peninsula 
residents and 14 percent from Anchorage. 





Residence of Respondents 
(48%) Kenai Peninsula 
_ Anchorage 
, Orher Alaska 
EN Unknown 


[ "| Lower 48 
(Z cansts 














Prioritizing the Issues 


To help prioritize where our efforts should be focussed in developing the Public Use 
Management Plan, workbook respondents were asked to identify the three issues or areas that 
they consider to be the most critical. All of the issues which were included in the workbook, with 
the exception of information concerning private and Native corporation lands, were listed by at 
least one respondent as one of the three most important issues. Wildlife, wilderness, and 
cooperative management were not specifically identified as issues in the workbook but were listed 
as most important by at least one respondent. The issues and areas of concern which were 
identified most often as "important" by those who commented are listed below. They are listed in 
order with the most frequent response first: 


Fishing and hunting (general concerns) 
Conflicts betv ‘een hunters, trapners and non-consumptive users 
Russian-Kenai Rivers area 

Prime fishing areas 

Facilities 

Recreational opportunities 
Commercial recreational services 
Public outreach program 

Swanson River-Swan Lake area 
Dispersed camping 

Use of non-motorized vehicles 























Comments about the Proposed Goals 


The following goals were proposed to guide the development of the Public Use Management Plan. 


© To fulfill the recreational and educational purposes of the Refuge while ensuring that the 
wildlife and habitat conservation purposes are also accomplished. 


© To provide a range of opportunities for fish and wildlife-oriented recreation which 
emphasize the Refuge’s unique characteristics. 


© To provide public access to the extent that it is compatible with the primary purposes of 
the Refuge and consistent with the Comprehensive Conservation Plan. 





© To provide well-designed and maintained visitor facilities that are consistent with the 
Refuge’s purposes and serve basic visitor needs. 


¢ To provide information, interpretation, and environmental education programs that 
encourage visitor safety and conscientious use of wildlife and wilderness resources. H 


© To provide public use programs that minimize conflicts among and between recreational, 
commercial, and other users. 


¢ To monitor impacts associated with human use and develop management strategies to 
ensure long-term preservation of habitat, wildlife, wilderness, historic, and cultural values. 











Forty people commented on the proposed goals. Common suggestions for modifying or adding to 
the goals are summarized below: 


¢ place more emphasis on wildlife and habitat conservation and less on human use 

¢ stress the importance of education and interpretation 

¢ include retaining the right to fish, hunt, and trap 

e emphasize adequate enforcement 

¢ encourage non-consumptive use 

e include yy of management practices with those in the surrounding area 

© strengthen the last goal to ensure protection of natura' ecosystems and 
biodiversity through research, compatibility studies, and monitoring 

e clarify whether the intent of the third goal is to promote or discourage access 


Based upon the input received from those who commented on the workbook, the proposed goals 
will be re-evaluated and may be modified prior to their inclusion in the draft Public Use 
Management Plan . 

















Refuge-wide Issues - 


Refuge-wide issues are summarized below in alphabetical order. Following the summary for each 
topic, several representative comments are included in italics These quotes were selected to 
represent a variety of viewpoints and do not necessarily reflect the mission or directives of the 


US. Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Bear-Human Conflicts 


The majority of the people who commented felt that protection of bears and their habitat should 
be the primary consideration. Efforts aimed at educating the public about bear safety and bear 
behavior were the most common suggestion for minimizing bear-human confrontations at fishing 
and camping areas. Other suggestions included eliminating camping in areas with high 
concentrations of spawning salmon, closing an area to public use when bears are frequenting it, 
and providing bearproof food storage and trash disposal containers. 





“Areas used most “eavily by bears should be used least by humans or not at all. Do 
not mix them unless you are trying to eliminate some humans." 


"Educational programs should be undertaken — perhaps a mandatory lecture or video 
for those planning to travel in the backcountry and those fishing in areas inhabited by 


bears." 


"Bears are a risk one must assume when fishing in Alaska. No special programs, 
regulations, or control are needed.” 


“All Refuge visitors should be given educational information and warnings about 
bears." 





Cabins 


Most people who commented want existing cabins improved and maintained for public use. 
Concern was expressed that potential impacts of cabin use on wildlife populations should be 
minimized. Several people commented that impacts of cabin use should be evaluated and cabins 
removed if they are in sensitive habitat areas. Most of those who favored public use cabins 
suggested that some type of reservation and/or fee systera should be imp|l-met .ed, although many 
liked the current first-come-first-served system. 





"Fix them all up to an agreed-upon level and schedule regular maintenance visits.” 


"Careful prioritization is needed in deciding which existing cabins should be 
rehabilitated dependent on current condition, location, access, proximity to other 
cabins and private inholdings, cost to manage, etc..” 























"First-come-first-served” system seems to keep everybody happy and the cabins seem 
to suffer less vandalism. ° 


"You only cause yourselves headaches if you attempt to set up a reservation system 
which will create heavy use, additional maintenance problems, complaints, and fee 
collection. Leave it to the Forest Service. ° 





Camping 


- When asked to describe the type of camping opportunities that should 
be provided on the Refuge, half of those commenting favored rustic, primitive sites with minimal 
development. In addition, one-third of the respondents expressed support for the existing 
opportunities and opposed any additional campground development. 





"Highest priority is providing more camping areas. However, I would like to see 
them in smaller units and with individual campsites given maximum screening or 
otherwise designed so it is not like camping in an urban parking lot.” 


“Existing opportunities are fine, but you could expand some areas and add some short 
[distance] walk-in campsites with minimal improvements to span the gap between RV- 
oriented sites and backcountry. ° 

"Highly developed camping should be restricted to the highway corridor." 


"Have scattered boat-accessible campsites in fishing areas such as now Self-generate.” 


"Look at more areas that don’t revolve around fish. ° 





Roadside Camping - Camping along roads and in highway pull-outs commonly occurs during peak 
use periods. Comments varied widely from those who think roadside camping should be 

prohibited to those who feel that it is acceptable but could be better managed. Some respondents 
suggested designated roadside camping areas with restrooms, trash cans, and fire grates. Many 
people stated that the solution to roadside camping is to provide more campgrounds. 





“Enlarge existing campgrounds and remove pull-out areas of concern." 


"Would rather see the continuation of unauthorized roadside camping than the 
development of more established camping areas." 


“Stop this “camping” and freeloading on the Refuge before it is too late. ° 


"Create more turn-out areas to set campers back off the road. ° 














Dispersed Camping - The most frequent suggestion for addressing the adverse effects of 
backcountry camping was to educate users about minimal impact camping techniques. Other 


commonly expressed suggestions were increasing enforcement and penalties for violators, 
requiring backcountry campers to register, closing heavily impacted sites for restoration, and 
establishing designated or hardened sites. 





"Popular camping areas should be suggested or even required for use to minimize the 
number of areas affected. ° 


“Make a determination as to which type of user groups tend to create the most 
negative impacts and target efforts towards those groups.” 


“Develop and enforce no impact camping using registration, monitoring, and penalties 
for habitat damage and littering.“ 


"A program of youth use and care would greatly aid in changing the adverse effects of 
camping. Get the kids involved and the parents will follow.” 





Commercial Recreational Services 


Over half the people commenting favored limiting commercial use to less than is presently 
allowed. One-third of the respondents favored the current level of use. The primary concern was 


the number of guided fishing and scenic float trips on the Upper Kenai River. Other concerns 
ranged from the lack of revenue generated by commercial services to the displacement of private 


users from prime camping and fishing areas. 








“Restrict commercial permits and concessions below the level where a permittee 
begins to assume a proprietary aspect or quasi-vested right over individuals utilizing 
the Refuge on their own." 


“Encourage commercial recreational services. Let private industry help the public get 
into the Refuge.” 

“Any reasonable and prudent service is appropriate so long as any private individual 
or group can do the same thing without purchasing or being required to contract a 
comercial service." 


“There seems to be a tendency to allow an excess of commercial services on public 
lands. If allowed to go too far, the experience for many visitors is degraded." 


























Facilities : 


Comments on the level of development preferred in such Refuge facilities as visitor information 
centers, roads, campgrounds, boat launch ramps, and restrooms ranged from "none" to “improved.” 
Respondents generally favored minimal facility development with simple, basic, or primitive 
structures. Comments regarding specific facility needs included: improved or better maintained 
roads, restrooms at high use areas, a visitor center on the Sterling Highway at the east entrance to 


the Refuge, more boat access, and more trash receptacles. 





"Facilities don’t need to be fancy — just safe and sanitary.” 


"Visitor numbers and increasingly expanding types of activities continue to demand 
facilities in a much greater number than presently exists on the Peninsula. Any effort 
the Refuge can mount to provide campgrounds, picnic areas, and restrooms would 
greatly assist in meeting this need." 


"Facilities lead to more and more distress to wildlife and would be counterproductive 
to the Refuge. * 





Hunting 


Although the majority of people who commented supported hunting as au appropriate use of the 
Refuge, the ideological question of whether or not hunting should be allowed on a National 
Wildlife Refuge was the most common concern regarding hunting. Apart from this question, a 
wide range of issues were raised, most of which can be grouped in the following categories: 
access, restrictions On use, maintaining healthy populations, establishing "no hunting” areas, 
bowhunting opportunities, predator management, enforcement, bear baiting, and the use of 
aircraft. The comments below represent a few of these concerns. 





“Hunting and fishing should remain the highest priorities on the Refuge. Rules should 
not be more restrictive than state regulations.” 


“Currently too much exploitive use. Refuges are animals’ homes; they should be 
closed to violent recreation.” 


“Fishing and hunting regulations should be based on sound biological management 
information and not subject to political pressures from the state and other special 
interest groups.” 


“Non-hunting zones should be established throughout the Refuge, including in 
designated wilderness areas, and in large enough contiguous blocks of acreage so as 
to allow for quality recreational experiences. ° 




















Public Access 


- The majority of those who commented felt that improving Refuge trails is 
not a high priority. Some commented that, although trail improvements are needed, there are 
more critical staffing and funding needs. Maintenance of existing trails was a commonly expressed 
concern. It was suggested that user groups and other volunteers assist with trail clearing and 
maintenance. 





"Trails should remain rustic. They should be well-maintained so as to avoid erosion 
and encourage proper use, but not ‘improved’.” 


“Improved trails are not as important as providing for the masses that do not leave 
the road system and have an extremely high impact on the areas they do go to." 


"Upgrade the existing trail system. Other than Refuge Headquarters, the trail system 
is the best opportunity for education.” 





Trail Use - Respondents generally favored having trails available for hiking and horseback use, 
but had conflicting views on allowing mountain bikes on Refuge trails. Some people suggested 
that horse and/or mountain bike use should be allowed only within a designated period during the 
summer when the ground is drier and there is less potential for damage. 


Comments were divided on the issue of having trails accessible to wheelchairs. Most people who 
favored wheelchair trails thought they should be near visitor centers, campgrounds, or other 
developed areas. 


Many people preferred that trails be designated for foot travel only. Others commented that 
some trails should be specifically designated for horse, mountain bike, wheelchair or snowmachine 
use in order to separate conflicting trail uses. Cross-country skiing, dog sledding, and ATV's were 
also mentioned as desired trail uses. 





“All modes are valid, but all trails cannot serve all user groups. Trail zoning is 
appropriate. " 


“Favor any type of trail use that would increase access to the entire Refuge.” 


“The type of trail tread along with seasonal weather impact should dictate use of 
trails.” 





Industrial Use Corridors - Existing industrial use corridors currently serve as de facto trails. One- 
third of those commenting favored continuing to allow public use of these corridors for access and 
recreation. Others had conflicting viewpoints ranging from maximizing use and maintenance of 


























the corridors to closing them to access. Many people commented that use should be controlled or 
restricted and that impacts of such use should be evaluated. : 





"Corridors should be individually evaluated for removal or inclusion in the trail 
system. ° 


"They serve as a very efficient means of access and as such are an important 
component of the Refuge, but need not be improved.” 


“Trying to limit access by casual users is doomed to fail. * 


“These corridors should remain as access trails. They are established, recognized, 
and traditionally used arteries into the Refuge’s recreational outback.” 





Use of Non-motorized Wheeled Vehicles - The use of non-motorized wheeled vehicles, including 


bicycles and game transport carts, is currently permitted only on Refuge roads designated for 
public vehicular access. Comments were evenly divided between maintaining the current 
restrictions and designating some industrial roads for use by non-motorized wheeled vehicles. 
Others favored allowing such use on all roads and trails, allowing bicycles only, carts only, or 
opening industrial roads to public use by motorized and non-motorized vehicles. 





“The opening of these areas to bikes and carts is an ideal use of these roads. It will 
not damage the road surface and minimal traffic makes these an ideal family outing 


with many wildlife sightings possible." 


"If we are going to allow a reasonable amount of access to the Refuge for hunting and 
fishing, we should consider a reasonable way of getting needed items in and out.” 


"This might encourage users to stray off designated roads." 


"If nothing else, establish one or two trial areas and monitor impacts.” 








Aircraft Use - Although aircraft access was not identified as an issue in the workbook, almost 
one-fifth of those who commented mentioned it as a concern. The majority of those who 
commented favored reducing or limiting aircraft use. Others opposed any further restrictions or 
commented that more areas should be open to aircraft access. 





“Open up more remote lakes to float plane access. ° 


"Float plane access drastically increases the potential for habitat degradation, wildlife 
harassment, over-hunting, poaching, and disturbance of other visitors ' ho come to 


enjoy a wilderness free from such intrusions.” 
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“Low-flying aircraft continue to be a problem in the Swanson River-Swan Lake area." 





Public Outreach 


Program Needs - Almost all those who responded commented favorably on the Refuge’s public 
outreach program, which includes information, interpretation, and education services. One-third 
of the people who commented felt that the public outreach program should be expanded. 
Suggestions for improvement included increasing public awareness of available programs and 
facilities, more ranger-led activities, stressing the history and values of hunting and trapping, 
emphasizing school and youth programs, and promoting minimal impact use of the Refuge. some 
additional suggestions are included below. 





"Pool public information efforts to avoid duplication, fragmentation and confusion 
about what is allowed where. The public is confused by different management 
objectives of agencies and lump all public land together.* 


“Solicit surrounding schools for methods to incorporate education regarding the 
Refuge into their programs. Involve students in projects on the Refuge.” 


“Cooperative development of educational programs and materials that 
concessionaires, guides, outfitters, clubs, and schools can give to their participants. 
Help us to help you teach natural history and appreciation for the resources being 
protected by the Refuge.” 








Outdoor Education Facilities - When asked how the Refuge should provide for the outdoor 
education and overnight shelter needs of organized groups, comments varied widely. Some 
people favored expanding the Swan Lake Road Outdoor Education Center. Others proposed 
building a new education center preferably in a location that would not be impacted by hunting 
activity. Others suggested group camping facilities, and some opposed any additional facility 
development. Concern was expressed that the Refuge should not try to accommodate everyone 
and that group size should be limited. Cost-sharing and volunteer labor by user organizations were 


Suggested as ways to reduce construction and operational costs. 


The issue of visitor safety at the Swan Lake Road Outdoor Education Center during the Fall 
hunting seasons drew significant response both from those who oppose any additional restrictions 
on hunting and those who feel education should have precedence over hunting. 





"I strongly support outdoor education but am afraid emphasis (and money) will be 
placed on constructing a facility rather than in developing educational materials and 


on-going programs.” 
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"Is it really necessary or good that groups be offered or furaished such 
accommodations ? If provided at all, it would be better, safer, and more convenient in 


the visitor center area.” 


"Exclude hunting from areas of concern. As a hunter, I respect the right of others to 
enicy a safe trip or educational experience in the woods.” 


"Hunting should always be the priority during the Fall. Most visitors are gone by 
moose season. “ 





Outreach Programs Addressing Canoeists - Most respondents agreed that pre-trip information 
and education is needed for people planning trips on the Refuge’s popular canoe routes. Others 
felt that information would not be effective in reducing user impacts. A variety of information 
materials were suggested. Most people felt that information should be distributed as part of a 
required trip permit or registration process. Topics suggested tor pre-trip information included: 
minimum impact use, sensitive areas and wildlife, regulations, routes and portages, fishing 
opportunities, safety, equipment needs, and user responsibilities. 





"Until the Refuge institutes a permit system to limit the use of popular camping areas, 
all the information and education in the world won't help solve the problem.” 


"People use wilderness to escape the complications of modern society. 
Communications and guidelines must be kept simple to keep from discouraging use.” 


"Local guide groups and private businesses might be willing to sponsor information 
packets. Such a partnership would benefit both business and the Refuge.” 





Outreach Programs Addressing User Conflicts - Opinions varied widely on the need for 


information and education programs addressing user conflicts and safety concerns associated with 
hunting and trapping. Education and information programs were favored by many as the best way 
to address these issues rather than imposing more restrictions on use, but there was also a 
concern that such programs should target all users rather than singling out specific user groups. 


Many people felt that there should be more separation of consumptive and non-consumptive use 
on the Re“uge either by closing additional areas to hunting and trapping or by closing popular 
huntiug areas to non-consumptive use during the Fall moose season. Others commented that 
conflicts have not been evident and suggested that they are primarily philosophical. Several 
people stated that conflicts are unavoidable, but the potential for conflicts exists for only a small 
portion of the time that non-commercial recreation opportunities are available. 





"The need to address the legitimate (safety!) concerns of non-conswnptive users should 
NOT be used as an excuse to ban or restrict hunting and trapping." 
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“For too long sportsmen have been encouraged to believe that the virtually 
unrestricted pursuit of their sport was paramount. It will take education to develop 
more concern for the ‘non-sportsman’.” 


“Restrictions on consumptive use in concentrated public use areas should be evenly 
balanced with strong educational programs on the management, personal use, 
recreational, historic, life-style, health, and nutritional values of hunting, fishing, and 


trapping. ° 
"The Refuge is large enough to have more no-hunting zones. Give wildlife-watchers a 
chance to watch!" 





Outreach Programs Addressing Private Lands - Two-thirds of those who responded felt that land 
ownership information should be made available to the public. Maps, brochures, local 
newspapers, signs, and bulletin boards were suggested as appropriate means of disseminating such 
information. Many felt that providing such information is the private landowners’ responsibility. 





"The Refuge should produce an accurate map which clearly shows access points, 
parking areas, campsites, trails, and especially the revised Refuge boundaries 
including Native lands and inholdings.” 


"No public money should be spent to enable private landowners to identify their 
land.” 


"Trespass on private property is the property owner's responsibility. In the interest of 
being a good neighbor, USF&W and the Native corporations may wish to jointly 
provide maps, boundary markers in heavily used areas, etc.." 


"Continue efforts to buy back Native land or trade so that high value recreation and 
wildlife habitat areas can be returned to refuge status.” 





Sport Fishing 


Sport fishing is the most popular recreational activity occurring on the Refuge, so the number and 
variety of comments re~ sived relating to fishing was no surprise. Comments could be categorized 
into two general aieas of concern: habitat protection and angler experience. Some of the mist 
frequently suggested ways for dealing with these concerns were: increased enforcement, limits and 
restrictions on use, area closures, and changes in the state fishing regulations. 


Prime Fishing Areus - The issue of managing prime fishing areas drew a large and varied 
response. Common suggestions included: use restricticas, more public access, increased 
enforcement, education and awareness programs, bank habitat protection, and more restrooms, 
parking and trash disposal. 
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"No one I know likes elbow io elbow fishing, congestion, dirty campgrounds, no 
parking, and bad water. Do what is necessary to ensure a pleasant outing.” 


“Don’t worry about trying to make it better. That will only create more problems 
than it will solve.“ 


"Restrict access — this will keep angling pressure manageable. ° 


“At designated access points, provide adequate sanitation, graveled trails well back 
from the river, and perhaps stairways where any use will negatively impact bank 
habitat. ° 





Additional Sport Fishing Opportunities - Over half the people who commented opposed 
managing additional areas for increased sport fishing opportunities. Opinion was divided betw: c.. 
those who think that providing additional opportunities will disperse use from existing high use 
areas and those who feel that it will lead to more over-1)‘/ized areas. Those who favor making 
additional opportunities available proposed specific :\<rs, s:r:ams and lakes, advocated increased 
access, or suggested enhancement or stocking to aug: cnt fish populations. 





"It is not the purpose of the Refuge to accommodate ALL the human use demands 
made on Refuge resources, especially when current levels of use are overtaxing the 
ability of the Refuge to manage them effectively.” 


"Promote angling in areas that OBVIOUSLY can handle more pressure. Do not 
increase access. ° 


"Opening access to the public to areas harder to reach has little mitigating influence 
on congested areas. The Refuge should address the problem at hand before directing 


use to more pristine areas.” 


“Lakes should be stocked and more access to them to take the pressure off the rivers.” 


"If there are fish there, people will find them. ° 
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Area-specific Comments 


Comments were solicited on seven geographic areas of the Refuge that receive considerable 
public use or interest. Many of the responses were general and have already been included as 
Refuge-wide concerns. Other issues were specific to a particular area and have been identified 


below. 


Visitor Center-Headquarters Lake 


People who commented were generally satisfied with the existing situation and favored 
maintaining education as the primary focus of the Visitor Center-Headquarters Lake area. 
Common concerns were trail development and maintenance, float plane use on Headquarters 
Lake, canoeing opportunities on the lake, and public awareness of and road access to the Visitor 


Center. 


Skilak Lake and Loop Road 


Concerns about the Skilak Lake and Loop Road area generally focussed on habitat protection, 
hunting restrictions, the level of use in the Kenai River canyon, campground improvements, trails, 
road maintenance and improvements, commercial use, and camping and fishing impacts on the 
river banks below the outlet of Skilak Lake. 


Swanson River-Swan Lake 


Comments relating to this area could be divided into those pertaining to the canoe routes and 
those pertaining to road-accessible areas. Common concerns regarding the Swanson River and 
Swan Lake canoe routes included: improved or designated campsites, adverse impacts, a permit or 
registration system, routes to more lakes, aircraft use, snowmachine use, and information 


materials. 


People who commented about the area in general often complimented its multiplc-use 
orientation. Common concerns included road maintenance, enforcement of the speed limit, 
public access on oil field roads, and the availability and level of development of area 
campgrounds. Several people commented on the need for a ranger station in the area. 


Russian-Kenai Rivers Confluence 


All those who responded agreed that public us at .oe confluence of the Russian and Kenai 
Rivers needs to be addressed. Suggested approaches to resolving existing problems ranged from 
developing more facilities and river access to imposing use restrictions. Common concerns 
included habitat protection, staffing, parking, human waste and litter, interpretive opportunities, 
and cooperative management of the area with neighboring agencies and landowners. 
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Mystery Creek-Chickaloon Flats 


The common topic of concern in the Mystery Creek-Chickaloon Flats area was access, both road 
and air, and its impact on wildlife populations. Opinions were divided on increasing or restricting 
access. Suggestions for the area included increased patrols, campgrounds, parking, and trails. 


Tustumena Drainage and Benchlands 


Comments about the Tustumena area indicate that its wilderness values are important to the 
majority of those who responded. In addition to wilderness protection, concerns included: access. 
motorized use, trails, cabins, camping and fishing opportunities, and commercial guide services. 


Caribou Hills 


Snowmachine use and its associated impacts on wildlife and wilderness values is the issue of 
concern for the Caribou Hills area. Strong opinions were expressed on both sides of the issue of 


regulating snowmachine use. 


Planning Framework 


The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980 defines the purposes for which 
Kenai National Wildlife Refuge was established and identifies certain uses which are to be 
permitted. The Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act also requires development of a 
comprehensive conservation plan. The Kenai National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive 
Conservation Plan, approved in 1985, provides general management direction for the Refuge. A 
number of public use issues were identified and addressed in the comprehensive planning process. 
Decisions adopted in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan relating to access, development, and 
recreational activities will provide the framework for resolving issues in the Public Use 


Management Plan. 


The National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 established the doctrine of 
"compatibility" which permits only those uses on a refuge which are compatible with the purposes 
for which the refuge was established. The Refuge Manager is responsible for ensuring that any 
recreational use of the refuge is directly related to, and does not interfere with, the primary 


purposes of the refuge. 


Issues Not Within the Scope of the Plan 


Many comments were received on issues that do not fall within the scope of the Public Use 
Management Plan. Although we recognize these concerns and included them in the tabulation of 
responses, many are covered under separate programs or planning processes, or they come under 
the auspices of agencies other than the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). Copies of 
comments that pertain to other agencies will be forwarded to them for their information. 
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Many of the people who commented opposed hunting and trapping on the Refuge. National 
wildlife refuges were opened to hunting by act of Congress in 1949. The Alaska National Interest 
Lands Conservation Act provides for the "taking of fish and wildlife” on refuges in Alaska. 
Trapping is recognized by the Service as both an effective tool for wildlife management and a 
legitimate recreational activity. Trapping restrictions and safety concerns have been addressed in 
the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge Furbearer Management Plan, approved in 1988. Since 
hunting and trapping have been determined to be appropriate uses of refuges, this issue is not 
something which can be resolved at the Refuge level. 


Concerns about fishing and hunting seasons, harvest methods, bag limits, licenses, and subsistence 
and commercial use were frequently mentioned. Hunting and fishing regulations are developed 
by the Alaska Boards of Fisheries and Game under the administration of the Alaska Department 
of Fish and Game. The Refuge provides input to the Boards of Fisheries and Game and works 
cooperatively with the State of Alaska on fish and wildlife management issues. The Refuge also 
provides input to the Federal Subsistence Board which develops subsistence regulations for 
Federal public lands in Alaska. 


Stocking fish was raised as an issue both by people advocating it and those opposing it. Stocking 
to enhance fish populations is a program of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game. The 
impact of fishery enhancement activities on native populations is a concern of the Refuge and is 
being addressed in the Kenai National Wildlife Refuge Fishery Management Plan, a separate 


process. 


Several respondents suggested specific privately-owned lands within the Refuge that should be 
acquired by the Service. The Service is in the process of developing a Land Protection Plan 
which identifies and prioritizes parcels of land which may be suitable for acquisition. This is a 
separate program administered by the Service’s Realty Division in Anchorage, and the issue will 
not be addressed in the Public Use Management Plan. 


Concerns were raised about fees, insurance, and other permitting requirements for specia! use 
permittees and concessionaires. The permitting process is based on Department of Interior and 
Service-wide policy and is, therefore, beyond the scope of this plan. 
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What Comes Next? - 


The public use planning process includes the following steps: 


e Identification of issues 

>» Development of alternative management strategies 
e Assessment of environmental impacts 

e Preparation of draft plan 

e Public review 

e Final plan 

e Implementation 


This Fall the planning team will be developing a range of options for resolving the issues that 
have been identified by the public and the Refuge staff. Although the workbook responses 
included taany suggestions for addressing specific issues, we encourage your continued 
participation and invite you to write, call, or visit our Soldotna office if you have ideas to 
contribute to the planning effort. 


How to reach us: 





Kenai National Wildlife Refuge 
P.O. Box 2139 
Ski Hill Road 
Soldotna, Alaska 99669 


Attn: Emily Dekker-Fiala 


Phone: (907) 262-7021 
TDD: (907) 262-7021 
FAX: (907) 262-3599 
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We anticipate having a draft Public Use Management Plan available for public review by May 
1994. There will be opportunities to provide both written and oral comments on the draft plan. 
Implementation of the final plan is projected to begin in the summer of 1995. 
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